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ABSTRACT 
 
FLETCHER, DIANA C. Subjective Well-Being of Adolescents: Single- Versus Two-
Parent Households 
 Department of Economics, June 2013. 
 
 ADVISOR: Professor Younghwan Song 
 
Adolescent well-being is an important issue in society today. There are a growing 
number of children being raised in single-parent households, which raises questions as to 
whether or not these children are worse off than children raised in two-parent households. 
Using the 2010 American Time Use Survey Well-Being Module, this study investigates 
if the subjective well-being of children raised in single-parent households is worse than 
that of children raised in a two-parent household. Two measures of subjective well-
being—the U-index and net affect—are analyzed. The U-index measures the proportion 
of time a respondent spends in an unpleasant state and net affect measures the average 
difference of positive and negative emotions for each episode. Controlling for various 
adolescent characteristics, such as age, race, sex, and education, this analysis finds that 
adolescents living with a single father have lower U-index than those living in two-parent 
households. But no such pattern was found in the analysis of net affect. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
A. The Changing Family  
In the United States, the traditional family structure has been broken and all 
different family types can be observed.  Conventionally, a family consisted of a married 
husband and wife with their children.  However, there are more and more children in the 
United States being born out of wedlock, being born into a single parent home, or being 
born into an unconventional family.  Langton and Burger (2011) say that over half of all 
the children in the United States spend some amount of time during their childhood in a 
single-parent family.  This is an astounding figure and raises concerns for children in 
these households and makes one question if these children are at a disadvantage.  There 
are many differences between single and two parent households, such as available 
income, time allocation, stress levels, and stability.  Manning and Lamb (2003) claim that 
of all the possible variables that differ between one and two parent families, economic 
factors are the biggest reason for the many differences in the outcomes of these children.  
However, it is important to not only observe objective measures of differences between 
single and two parent households.  This is because the children in these households are 
the ones essentially being affected the most while they are growing up and it is important 
to observe how they feel as a member of these different households. 
 There is a huge emphasis on the importance of adolescents’ well-being because 
the better off they are while they are younger, the hope is that they will be more 
successful and prosper in adulthood.  The implications of family structure and marital 
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status on a child’s well-being are therefore a huge part of everyday society.  There are 
many ways to think of adolescent well-being, there is economic well-being, health well-
being, psychological well-being, and so on.  All of these measures of well-being are 
based on objective things, such as test scores or brain scans. None of these measures, 
however, take into account how the adolescents themselves view their personal well-
being.  This is important because there is a difference between how primary care givers 
assess an adolescent’s well-being and how the adolescent assesses his or her own well-
being.  Langton and Berger (2011) suggest that a step for further research would be to 
collect data on perceived well-being from adolescents themselves.  This next step has 
been developing over the past few years.  Schwarz and Strack (1999) contribute to this as 
well and say that most objective life circumstances cannot even account for 5 percent of 
the variance in current measures of subjective well-being.  Thus, the issue is no longer 
focused on objective measures of well-being, but now the data will focus more heavily on 
measures of subjective well-being. 
 
B. The Move Towards Subjective Measures of Well-Being  
An increasing number of economists and social scientists are now resorting to 
survey approaches that are based on determining how satisfied, overall, individuals are 
with their lives (Diener, 2000; Dolan & Metcalfe, 2012; Kahneman & Krueger, 2006; 
Layard, 2010).  It appears that the most subjective way of measuring this subjective well-
being is by asking people to answer one of the following questions, “How satisfied are 
you with your life as a whole these days? Are you very satisfied, not very satisfied, not at 
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all satisfied?” or, “Taking all things together, how would you say things are these days—
would you say that you are very happy, pretty happy, or not too happy?”  These types of 
questions are an attempt to assess the individual’s subjective assessment of the quality of 
their life, but there are problems when just asking one question.  By asking people to 
respond to just one question, it is being assumed that everyone will view and assess their 
lives the same despite all the countless different experiences that each individual goes 
through from day to day (Schwarz & Strack, 1999).   
In an attempt to solve this problem, Kahneman, Krueger, Schkade, Schwarz, and 
Stone (2004) suggest the Day Reconstruction Method (DRM) that collects moment-to-
moment feelings by using a short recall period.  With this, Kahneman et al., using their 
time diaries, had respondents fill out how they felt the previous day during each episode 
on selected affect dimensions.  They defined net affect as the average of the three 
positive emotions less the average of the six negative ones for each episode.  However, 
the net-affect measure suffers from the disadvantage that any cardinal measure would 
suffer from that is different people might interpret the scale in different ways, leading to 
differences in outcomes that may or may not be true.  Kahneman and Krueger (2006) 
address these issues by creating the U-index, which is not based on cardinal responses, 
but rather an ordinal ranking of feelings so it is independent of scale effects.  The U-
index is defined as the proportion of time in which the most intense feeling during an 
episode was a negative one.  On an individual level, this index measures the proportion 
of time that a person spends in an unpleasant state.  By using both the net affect and U-
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index, it is possible to get a good understanding of respondents’ subjective well-being 
after controlling for other variables in the respondents’ lives. 
 
C. The Contribution and Organization of This Paper  
This paper investigates whether adolescent subjective well-being is worse in a 
single-parent household then in a two-parent household.  In order to do this, data 
collected by the American Time Use Survey (ATUS) Well-Being module is used.  This 
has been an ongoing survey since 2003, and has collected data on households and 
individuals who have completed the final Current Population Survey (CPS).  In 2010, the 
ATUS added the Well-Being module to their survey, which asked randomly selected 
participants to rate how they felt during certain activities recorded on the previous day.  
This is similar to Kahmen et al.’s (2004) Day Reconstruction Model, which asks 
participants to rate their feelings during certain events recorded in their time diarys.  
Using the U-index and net affect as dependent variables, this paper attempts to determine 
if there is a significant difference between the subjective well-being of adolescents raised 
in a single versus a two-parent household.  This study finds that adolescents raised in 
single father households have lower U-indexes and generally a higher calculated net 
affect than adolescents raised in two-parent households.  Further, the findings also 
suggest that adolescents, regardless of gender, might be worse off living in a single-
mother home than living with two parents.  It still holds, however, that adolescents have 
higher perceived well-being living in a two-parent household than when living with no 
parents present.  The findings of this study could lead to creating better policies aimed at 
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supporting single parents or could lead to creating policies that will contribute to more 
overall happiness and allow for better perceived well-being of adolescents in general.   
 This thesis is organized as follows.  In chapter two, there is a review of the 
existing literature on the growth of studies on well-being and how it has moved 
significantly from objective to subjective measures.  Included in this chapter are the 
benefits of collecting subjective well-being, the ways previous economists have decided 
to determine subjective well-being, different measures of subjective well-being, as well 
as some of the possible problems with subjective well-being.  This is followed by a 
review of the literature about differences in family structures and the effects on children.  
This part looks at the discovered benefits of living in a two-parent household, economic 
and time investment within different household compositions, the issue of divorce, and 
how an adolescent’s childhood can affect their adulthood.  Chapter three describes the 
econometric model in detail, including definitions of independent and dependent 
variables.  Stemming from this, the next section in this chapter describes the data set used 
in this paper.  Chapter four explains the sample group in this study and discusses the 
descriptive statistics of the adolescents as well as their family structure composition.  The 
last two chapters are the estimation results and final conclusions.  Chapter five analyzes 
the results of the U-index and net affect found after running the regressions with all the 
control variables.  Then the final chapter draws on these results and discusses the 
findings. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
This chapter describes some of the existing literature on subjective well-being, 
previous findings about the effects of income and divorce on well-being, and different 
family structure’s impact on adolescents.  More specifically, this chapter examines how 
measures of subjective well-being have evolved over time and become more important in 
policy making.  This leads to the issue of observing adolescents’ subjective well-being in 
households with one or two parents present.  
 
A. Measuring Subjective Well-Being 
 For years, economists, psychologists, and policy makers have shown interest in 
the measurement and use of subjective well-being.  Until recently, economists have 
preferred to study peoples’ actual choices and decisions rather than their expressed likes 
and dislikes.  This is because it is easy to study what people consume and economists are 
able to physically see the choices these people make.  However, Kahneman and Krueger 
(2006) have been studying the developments in the measurements of subjective well-
being and say that people often make choices that do not necessarily reflect their personal 
happiness.  Thus, solely drawing conclusions from the previously mentioned objective 
observations of individuals preferences is not enough to say if someone is truly happy 
with their lives.  More and more, economists and social scientists are resorting to survey 
approaches that have an overarching theme of deciphering how satisfied individuals are 
overall with their lives (Diener, 2000; Dolan & Metcalfe, 2012; Kahneman & Krueger, 
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2006; Layard, 2010).  It seems that the most subjective way of measuring subjective 
well-being is simply asking people how much they enjoy life on a scale from very 
dissatisfied to very satisfied.   
 Since it is difficult to conduct experiments in this area, due to costs and the fact 
that it is not ideal to subject people to experience pleasure or pain in a laboratory, 
economists are moving towards other ways to measure real time utility (Kahneman & 
Krueger, 2006).  Some of the previous models used to determine individuals subjective 
well-being are the Experienced Sampling Method created by Csikszentmihalyi and 
Larson (1987) and the Day Reconstruction Method (DRM) developed by Kahneman, 
Krueger, Schkade, Schwarz, and Stone (2004).  The Experienced Sampling Method was 
created to gather real time information on people’s reported feelings in natural settings 
during randomly selected points throughout the day.  Participants in this type of sampling 
needed to carry around a small computer that would prompt them when they needed to 
record their feelings and answer questions (Kahneman & Krueger, 2006).  However, it is 
clear that this approach might be difficult to apply in a large population sample due to the 
inconvenience and expense of handheld computers.  So, building off of this, Kahneman 
et al.’s (2004) Day Reconstruction Model evaluates how individuals spend their time and 
how they are feeling during selected activities, relying on a short recall period.  The use 
of time diaries has become beneficial to help those individuals surveyed with accurate 
emotional recall and to avoid some bias (Kahneman & Krueger, 2006; Miret et al., 2012).   
 Since well-being is becoming an increasingly prominent measure of life 
satisfaction, the Commission on the Measurement of Economic Performance and Social 
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Progress has begun to recommend that economic measurement systems move away from 
calculating economic production and GDP and focus more on measuring people’s well-
being throughout populations (Miret et al., 2012).  In order to do this, a method of 
calculating an individual’s subjective well-being must be determined, which avoids 
differences in the way people interpret and use the response categories.  Kahneman and 
Krueger (2006) developed the U-index, named to represent “unpleasant” or 
“undesirable”, which overcomes this problem of using data on subjective well-being.  
Thus, the U-index measures the proportion of time a respondent spends in an unpleasant 
state “at the level of feelings”.  Because an episode is classified as unpleasant if the most 
intense feeling that is reported is a negative one, the U-index is based solely on a ranking 
of all the feelings reported during the specified episode.  As long as two people are using 
the same scale to determine the intensity of an emotion, it does not matter if they use 
different ranges of the scale.  This is because as long as these two individuals have the 
same interpretation of scales, and use them in the same way to report the intensity of 
positive and negative emotions, the determination of which emotion was strongest is 
unaffected (Kahneman & Krueger, 2006).  This index is similar to the average balance of 
pleasure over pain during a certain time period, which is important because an 
individual’s well-being has two different aspects—positive and negative (Dolan & 
Metcalfe, 2012).  As Dolan and Metcalfe (2012) explain, the U-index developed by 
Kahneman and Krueger is a clear combination of the positive and negative effects, with 
each calculated by separate measurement.   
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Aside from the U-index, there are other measures of well-being, such as net 
affect.1  Kahneman, Krueger, Schkade, Schwarz, and Stone (2004) developed this 
measure of subjective well-being after they used the Day Reconstruction Method.  Using 
time diaries, respondents had to fill out how they felt the previous day during each 
episode on nine selected affect dimensions on a scale from 0-6.  They defined net affect 
as the average of the three positive emotions less the average of the six negative ones for 
each episode.  However, the net affect measure suffers as a true indicator of subjective 
well being because it is a cardinal measure.  Thus, as mentioned earlier, different people 
might interpret the scale in different ways, leading to differences in outcomes that may or 
may not be true.  That is why previous studies have analyzed both net affect and the U-
index and compared the two.  With the American Time Use Survey data available, both 
measures of subjective well-being can be used to analyze the effects of different family 
structures on adolescents’ reported well-being. 
 
B. Is Divorce Bad for Children? 
 From recent statistics and from day to day interactions, it is quite obvious that 
divorce is not a rare thing.  In many cases, children are involved in the divorce of their 
parents, whether they are the root of the problem or they are tossed around between 
parents in custody battles.  There has been much research conducted on the issue of 
divorce and the long run implications it has on children’s well-being.  The common mind 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  1	  With the ability to calculate subjective well-being, economists are able to better analyze data on self-reported 
happiness and life satisfaction.  This data has been used to examine both macro-oriented and micro-oriented questions, 
such as the relationship between economic growth and happiness, life satisfaction and unemployment, and if labor 
market regulations make people better off (Kahneman and Krueger, 2006).	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set of the public is that divorce has a significant negative impact on adolescent well-being 
and that children raised by two parents have better outcomes in the future all around.  
Emery and Forehand (1994) agree that there is much distress, strain, confusion, and life 
upheaval for children surrounding a divorce, but the impact is not very long lasting due to 
the resilience of children.  Thus, in the long run, these children of divorce might just be 
slightly more troubled than those in a stable two-parent household.  It is difficult to say 
that divorce is bad for children because a child raised in a two-parent household where 
his or her parents are constantly fighting would create a really hostile environment for 
that adolescent to grow up in.  This could lead to more problems in the long run than a 
child who experiences their parents go through a divorce, but then lives happily with his 
or her mother or father. 
 Economists have approached this issue as well, to see statistically if divorce is bad 
for children.  One way to approach this is by using state-by-state divorce regulation laws 
and see the effects on children when divorce is made easier in certain states.  The 
breakdown of the traditional family has become a big concern and there are implications 
that the recent increase in divorce can be contributed to the new ease of getting a divorce 
(Gruber, 2004).  In his study, Gruber (2004) finds that with rising unilateral divorce, child 
outcomes are not negatively affected.  However, the article concludes that making 
divorce easier does have a qualified negative long-run impact on children’s well-being.  
Further research is needed to understand other mechanisms behind divorce and its impact 
on adolescent well-being.   The study in this paper looks at the effects of single parent 
households on the subjective well-being of adolescents, a different viewpoint then the 
previously mentioned papers. 
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C. Does Money Bring Happiness? 
  In today’s consumerist society, a lot of people believe having more money is 
better because then anything is attainable.  In order to make money, people have to be 
employed, which leaves the unemployed at an economical disadvantage.  Nonetheless, 
money allows one to buy consumer goods and gives one access to more resources, but it 
does not mean that these individuals are happier.  Knabe, Rätzel, Schöb and Weimann 
(2010) find that the subjective well-being of the employed is lower on weekdays than that 
of the unemployed.  Although employed people have a greater satisfaction with their life 
because of having a job, this does not mean they are happy.  Work causes stress and takes 
away from time that could be spent on leisure activities.  Kahneman and Deaton (2010) 
suggest that an increase in income will certainly have an emotional impact, but it is more 
of a transient effect.  When plotted against income in dollars, well-being yields a strongly 
concave function.  This is because after some level of income, the benefits from accruing 
additional money have little to no impact (Kahneman & Deaton, 2010).  The idea that 
higher income does not mean greater levels of subjective well-being is an area that needs 
to be further researched. 
 In the study presented in this paper, regressions are run both with and without 
family income variables in order to make new findings about the impacts of income on 
subjective well-being.  Since the focus is on adolescents, the income the family is making 
is most likely due to the employment status of these children’s parents.  I expect to find 
that as family income increases, adolescents will report lover levels of positive emotions 
due to the fact that they probably spend less time with their parents since their parents are 
likely busy at work and stressed from long days, with little time for themselves. 
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D. Prior Research on Family Structure and Adolescent Well-being 
 In the United States, children are raised in many different types of households.  
The typical, traditional family consists of one or more children living with two, married, 
biological parents.  However, over the past few decades, family structures have been 
changing and there are many households with different family structures.  Since the 
1990s, more and more children are growing up in single-parent houses, which may be a 
reflection of growing divorce rates or more births to unwed mothers (Dawson, 1991).  
Previous work in this area has drawn comparisons between single-parent households, 
cohabiting households, two-parent households, and other variations, on the effects on 
children well-being.  Current literature on family structure and adolescent well-being 
suggests that children living in a single-parent family display lower levels of well-being 
during their childhood and even into adulthood, in comparison to children living with 
both of their biological parents (Amato, 2005). 
 Living with two parents has clear benefits to children in both an economical and 
social way.  Manning and Lamb (2003) claim that economic factors are the reason for a 
large share of the differences in the outcomes of children between one- and two-parent 
families.  In households with two married parents, there is greater access to resources, 
such as health care and high-quality education.  These resources accrue due to greater 
income levels of two-parent families because both parents can hold jobs and receive an 
income (Langton & Berger, 2011; Waldfogel, Craigie, & Brooks-Gunn, 2010).  Single 
parents face a very heavy burden and huge time constraint when it comes to parenting 
because they have to take on all the demands entailed with raising a child.  There is only 
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one adult in the household who can work and bring home an income, which also takes 
time away that the single parent could spend with his or her child.  Parents not only 
invest economic resources in their children, but they invest a lot of time as well 
(Waldfogel et al., 2010).  A working single-mother or single-father will not have as much 
time to give to her children, as would a parent in a two-parent household.  With greater 
demands on time, parental authority becomes limited and some instability in the family 
structure may be experienced (Langton & Berger, 2011).   
Current studies in this area use data from the National Longitudinal Study of 
Adolescent Health, the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth, the National Health 
Interview Survey, and other survey like data sets similar to these (Langton & Berger, 
2011; Acs, 2007; Dawson, 1991).  Overall, these studies reach similar conclusions, 
finding that in multiple dimensions, adolescents living with two biological parents have 
better outcomes than those living in any other type of family.  Langton and Berger 
(2011), used the Child Development Supplement of the Panel Study of Income Dynamics 
(PSID), which asked adolescents about their general health and asked their primary care 
givers about that adolescent’s general health.  They found that estimates of family 
structure’s associations with adolescent health differ depending on who is answering the 
questions.  They suggest a step for further research would be to collect data on perceived 
well-being from adolescents themselves instead of depending only on caregivers’ 
answers.  This paper uses the American Time Use Survey data to develop an econometric 
model with measures of subjective well-being as the dependent variable.  Conclusions are 
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then made about the effects of different family structures on adolescent subjective well 
being.  
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CHAPTER THREE 
DESCRIPTION OF ECONOMIC MODEL AND DATA SET  
 This chapter describes the econometric model used in this analysis.  In addition to 
describing each of the dependent and independent variables, the chapter discusses the 
data set in greater detail. 
 
A. Econometric Model 
 
I use the 2010 American Time Use Survey data and Well-Being Module to 
examine the effects of different family structures on adolescent subjective well-being. 
The econometric model follows this basic structure:    𝑆𝑢𝑏𝑗𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒  𝑊𝑒𝑙𝑙 − 𝐵𝑒𝑖𝑛𝑔 = 𝛽! +   𝛽!𝐹𝐴𝑀𝐼𝐿𝑌  𝑆𝑇𝑅𝑈𝐶𝑇𝑈𝑅𝐸 ∗ 𝑃𝐴𝑅𝐸𝑁𝑇𝐴𝐿  𝐶𝐻𝐴𝑅𝐴𝐶𝑇𝐸𝑅𝐼𝑆𝑇𝐼𝐶𝑆  + 𝛽!𝐴𝐺𝐸 +𝛽!𝐹𝐸𝑀𝐴𝐿𝐸 + 𝛽!𝐻𝐼𝑆𝑃𝐴𝑁𝐼𝐶 + 𝛽!𝐵𝐿𝐴𝐶𝐾 + 𝛽!𝑂𝑇𝐻𝐸𝑅 + 𝛽!𝑆𝑂𝑀𝐸𝐻𝐼𝐺𝐻 +𝛽!𝐻𝐼𝐺𝐻𝑆𝐶𝐻 + 𝛽!𝑆𝑂𝑀𝐸𝐶𝑂𝐿 + 𝛽!"𝑀𝐴𝑅𝑅𝐼𝐸𝐷 + 𝛽!!𝑃𝐴𝑅𝑇𝑁𝐸𝑅 + 𝛽!"𝐻𝑂𝐿𝐼𝐷𝐴𝑌 +𝛽!"𝑀𝑂𝑁 + 𝛽!"𝑇𝑈𝐸𝑆 + 𝛽!"𝑊𝐸𝐷 + 𝛽!"𝑇𝐻𝑈𝑅𝑆 + 𝛽!"𝐹𝑅𝐼 + 𝛽!"𝑆𝐴𝑇 + 𝛽!"𝑆𝐸𝐿𝐹𝐸𝑀𝑃 +𝛽!"𝑈𝑁𝐸𝑀𝑃𝐿𝑂𝑌𝐸𝐷 + 𝛽!"𝑁𝐿𝐹 + 𝛽!!𝐹𝐴𝑀𝐼𝑁𝐶! + 𝛽!"𝐹𝐴𝑀𝐼𝑁𝐶! + 𝛽!"𝐹𝐴𝑀𝐼𝑁𝐶! +𝛽!"𝐹𝐴𝑀𝐼𝑁𝐶! + 𝛽!"𝐹𝐴𝑀𝐼𝑁𝐶! + 𝛽!"𝐹𝐴𝑀𝐼𝑁𝐶! + 𝛽!"𝐹𝐴𝑀𝐼𝑁𝐶! + 𝛽!"𝐹𝐴𝑀𝐼𝑁𝐶! +   𝜀  
 
where 𝜀 is the error term. 
 
Dependent Variables for Subjective Well-Being  
 
U-INDEX: This is a calculated measure of the proportion of time a respondent spends in 
an unpleasant state, or in other words, the proportion of time in which the 
highest rated feeling during an episode was a negative feeling.  The U-index 
relies on the ordinal ranking of the feelings within each reported activity so 
differences in how respondents interpret the scale are eliminated.  This is a 
value between 0-1 and is a subjective measure of the respondent’s well-being. 
 
NET AFFECT: This measure of subjective well-being is defined as the difference 
between the positive emotion and the average of the three negative ones for 
the selected activity.  Net affect represents the utility of an experience based 
on cardinal responses.   
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Independent Variables 
 
FAMILY STRUCTURE*PARENTAL CHARACTERISTICS: This variable is just to 
represent where the different dummy variables that I created to 
represent different family structures combined with parental 
characteristics—age, race, employment status, educational attainment, 
and marital status—come into play. 
 
AGE: The age of the respondent (between 15-18) as reported in the CPS. 
 
FEMALE: Dummy variable that indicates if the respondent is male or female. 
 
HISPANIC: One of the dummy variables that indicates race/ethnicity of the respondent; 
this one in particular indicates if the respondent identifies as Hispanic.  
The reference group for the race dummy variables is White.  
 
BLACK: Another one of the dummy variables that indicates race/ethnicity of the 
respondent; this one in particular indicates if the respondent identifies 
as Black. 
 
OTHER: The third dummy variable that indicates race/ethnicity of the respondent; this 
one in particular indicates if the respondent doesn’t identify as either 
Hispanic, White or Black.   
 
SOMEHIGH: Dummy variable that represents the respondent’s highest level of 
educational attainment was some high school.  The reference group for 
the education dummy variables is elementary school. 
 
HIGHSCHO: Dummy variable that represents the respondent’s highest level of 
educational attainment was completing high school. 
 
SOMECOL: Dummy variable that represents the respondent’s highest level of 
educational attainment was completing some college.  The reference 
group is an elementary education.  Since the focus is on adolescents 
ranging from 15-18 years old, any higher educational attainment than 
this would not be possible. 
 
MARRIED: Dummy variable that represents the respondent is married.  The reference 
group is single. 
 
PARTNER: Dummy variable that represents the respondent has a significant partner.   
 
HOLIDAY: Dummy variable that represents if the respondent’s diary day was a holiday. 
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MON-SAT: Dummy variables that indicate which day of the week the respondent’s diary 
day was.  The reference day is Sunday. 
 
SELFEMP, UNEMPLOYED, NLF: Dummy variables that represent the respondent’s 
work status.  They stand for self-employed, unemployed and not in the 
labor force, respectively.  The reference group is employed. 
 
FAMINC1- FAMINC8: These are eight dummy variables that indicate the total indicated 
household income for the past 12 months as reported to the CPS.  The 
groups from subscripts 1-8 are as follows: Missing, $10,000-$19,999; 
$20,000-$34,999; $35,000-$49,000; $50,000-$74,999; $75,000-
$99,999; $100,000-$149,999; $150,000 and over.  For this variable, the 
reference group is a family income of less than $10,000.  
 
The American Time Use Survey (ATUS) provides a nationally representative 
estimate of how, where, and with whom Americans spend their time since 2003.  This 
survey is the only federal survey that provides data on the full range of nonmarket 
activities, from childcare to volunteering.  This thesis utilizes the time diary data 
collected in 2010 for 13,260 respondents.  Diary days are inclusive of all days of the 
week, even Saturday and Sunday.  Additionally, holidays are included as well with the 
exception of Thanksgiving and Christmas day.  In the econometric model used, the 
different days and holidays are controlled for in order to eliminate any differences 
respondents might have since not all of them respond on the same day.  Since this paper 
is focused on adolescents’ subjective well-being, the age group focus is respondents 
between the ages of 15 and 18.   
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B. Description of the ATUS Data Set With Additional Well-Being Module 
In 2010, the Well-Being module asked respondents to keep a diary of 24 hours, 
recording the activities they carried out, how long each activity lasted, and who-if 
anyone-they were interacting with.  As a follow up, respondents were then asked to rate 
three randomly selected activities that were at least five minutes long.  Activities that 
could not be chosen were sleeping, grooming, personal activities, don’t know/can’t 
remember, and refusal/none of your business.  The selected activities for each respondent 
vary, but all were asked to rate the selected activities on 5 affect questions (happy, pain, 
sad, stress, and tired), one question about how meaningful the activity was, and a 
question about personal interaction.   Using the ratings on the five-affect questions, the 
net affect and the U-index for each respondent is calculated.  Then, each episode can be 
classified as either positive or negative based on the values of the two dependent 
variables. 
This data set, since it is from 2010, is very new and allows for many possible 
studies to be carried out.  By using the data collected specifically through the addition of 
the Well-Being module, this paper attempts to determine if there is a significant 
difference between the subjective well-being of individuals raised in a single-parent 
household compared to those raised in a two-parent household.  Controlling for many 
independent variables, the sign of the coefficients on the different family structure 
variables will say a lot if it is significant in the regression.  The results drawn from this 
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data could indicate a new direction in which policies should be made when it comes to 
single-parent households and questions of divorce and unhappiness within a home.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 
DESCRIBING THE SELECTED SAMPLE FROM THE 2010 AMERICAN  
TIME USE SURVEY  
 This chapter presents the descriptive statistics for the sample of adolescents 
from the American Time Use Survey that are used in this analysis. 
 
A. Selection of the Sample and Descriptive Statistics  
 Table 1, on page 38, shows the descriptive statistics of the variables used in 
the econometric models.  The first shown are the two measures of weighted subjective 
well-being, the U-index and net affect.  There are 716 adolescents included in the final 
study, which means 2,148 episodes of activities.  The average weighted U-index of 0.123 
means that in 2010, individuals between the ages of 15 and 18 spent, on average, about 
12 percent of their waking time in an unpleasant state.  The average weighted net affect is 
3.439, which indicates that these adolescents rated the selected activities with a higher 
average of the positive feelings than the negative one.   The next section of descriptive 
statistics describes the variables for family structure.  The four broadest family structures, 
which are built off of in all the regressions, are two parents, single mother, single father 
and no parents.  Most of the adolescents live in two parent households, as evident by the 
mean reported for that particular type of household (.680).  In order to compare two 
parent households versus one-parent households, the two-parent family structure variable 
is left out of the regressions as the reference group.   
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B. The Breakdown of Differing Family Structures  
 Family structure is further broken down for single parents, because a single 
parent that was never married might have a different impact on their child’s well-being 
than a single parent who went through a messy divorce, just got separated, or lost their 
spouse.  Further, these family structures are combined with different parental 
characteristics.  Looking down the first column of Table 1 on page 38, two-parent, single 
mother and single father are all combined with other demographic variables, such as 
education attainment, employment status, race, and age.  The remaining variables are all 
related to the individual adolescents, whose subjective well-being is the focus of this 
paper.  The average age of the adolescents in this study is 16.589.  Almost all of the 
adolescents report to be single (0.996).  The last group of variables is the family income 
variables, which are included when each regression is run a second time.  It is likely that 
family income is correlated with family structure so in order to see the effects of income 
on adolescents in different family structures, the regressions are run with and without the 
family income dummy variables.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 
ESTIMATION RESULTS 
Looking at the estimates from the OLS regressions, Table 2, on page 41, is the 
regression results for the model that included the most basic dummy variables for family 
structure, which were single mother, single father, no parents and the reference group 
were those individuals with two parents (mother and father) in the household; no other 
parental characteristics were included.  It appears that an adolescent being raised in a 
single parent household, where that parent is the father, has a statistically significant 
effect on that child’s subjective well-being.  Holding all other independent variables 
constant, an adolescent raised in a single father home decreases his or her U-index by 
about 11%, meaning they are in an unpleasant state for less of their waking time than are 
those adolescents in two-parent households.  When the family income dummies are 
added in column 3 of Table 2, this still holds true, but the effect is not as strong.  The 
coefficients on the other family structures are not statistically significant so we cannot 
draw any other conclusions from this.  The estimations for the net affect and U-index 
seem to follow similar trends, but still differ.  The reason there is a difference between 
these two measures of subjective well-being is because the U-index is an ordinal measure 
of well-being and the net affect is a cardinal measure of well-being.  That is, the U-index 
will be the same for two people who use the range of the scale differently as long as they 
rate the negative feeling lower than the positive emotions.  The net affect suffers from 
cardinality meaning that if two people use the scale differently, say a more optimistic 
person uses a wider range of the scale than a pessimistic person, even if they have the 
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same well-being, their net affects will differ.  This is also why there is a larger deviation 
of the net affect than there is for the U-index.   
 Though the focus in this paper is on comparing subjective well-being of 
adolescents between two- and single-parent households, there are other variables in the 
equation aside from family structure that affect adolescent well-being.  While not 
statistically significant in the regression, the diary day being a holiday seems to put 
adolescents in a more pleasant state and their calculated U-index and net affect are both 
higher than those individuals whose diary day was not a holiday.  On a holiday, spirits are 
generally up and if it is a week day, often the adolescent was not in school.  Holding all 
else constant, adolescents have a higher subjective well-being on holidays.  One would 
assume that an adolescent would most likely be happier towards the end of the week 
because it is getting closer to the weekend and they do not have to go to school, which is 
why the days of the week are included in the regressions.  Interestingly, still looking at 
the U-index as the dependent variable of subjective well-being, the coefficients on the 
days of the week are majority not statistically significant.  When comparing the results 
for the U-index and net affect, the coefficients follow similar patterns, though it is unclear 
why the coefficients for Tuesday and Thursday are significant when net affect is the 
dependent variable.  In Table 2, only the coefficient on Friday is negative and significant 
at the 0.10 level meaning adolescents whose survey day was a Friday, spent about 6% 
more of their waking time in a pleasant state than those adolescents whose survey day 
was Sunday.  However, when family income dummy variables are added into the 
regression, these coefficients are no longer significant.       
 24 
 In column 3 of Table 2, adolescents living in households with greater family 
income have higher U-indexes, meaning they are in an unpleasant state for more of the 
time.  Previous studies on two-parent versus single-parent households almost all conclude 
that two-parent households, especially those where both parents work, have a greater 
income and can thus provide more resources and a better life for their children.  If that 
were truly the case, the coefficients on the family income dummies would be negative for 
the U-index and positive for the net affect, which cannot be said about these estimates.  
For adolescents, if their family’s income is increasing that is most likely a signal that 
their parents, or parent, have high paying jobs and work many hours to earn these greater 
incomes.  High paying jobs, and time spent at a job, can cause the parents to be stressed, 
tired and lack time to devote to their children.  This is how the adolescent’s subjective 
well-being is affected when his or her family’s income is greater than the reference 
group, which is a family income of less than $10,000.  The child might have everything 
that he or she wants, and access to all the resources possible, but are lacking attention and 
stress-free parents, which leads these adolescents to report higher U-indexes.  In Table 2, 
holding all else constant, adolescents living in a household with an income of $150,000 
or more spend about 21% more of their waking time in an unpleasant state, than 
adolescents living in a household with an income of under $10,000 regardless of family 
structure.   
 To test if there is a significant difference between gender of the adolescent and 
family structure, this first regression was run again for just males and then just females.  
The results are not presented in this paper, but are discussed here.  The estimations 
appear similar to those found in Table 2, but there are some interesting findings.  When 
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family income is not included in the regression, the coefficient on living with a single 
father is no longer significant when talking about just male adolescents, but it is still 
negative.  For female adolescents, the coefficient is significant at the 0.10 level, meaning 
a girl raised by a single father spends 12.5% less of her waking time in a state deemed 
unpleasant, than a girl raised in a two-parent household.  Unlike in Table 2, when the 
family income variables are included, the coefficients for single mothers are both 
positive, though only significant for male adolescents.  These results show that 
adolescents being raised by a single mother are worse off than those being raised by two 
parents.  As just presented, adolescents raised by a single father are better off than those 
raised by two parents, which leads to an interesting finding.  When compared to a two-
parent household, adolescents’ subjective well-being is lower in a single-mother 
household, but higher in a single-father household.  Downey, Ainsworth-Darnell and 
Dufur (1998) stated that one possibility for this difference is that a child in a single-father 
household may receive more attention from their mother, the noncustodial parent, than an 
adolescent would receive from their father if they lived in a single mother household.  
Results from this test would support this theory somewhat, but the coefficients are not all 
significant, which would indicate that further research needs to be done in this area. 
To touch on some of the other independent variables, the coefficient on diary day 
being a holiday is only negative and significant for males when family income is not 
included.  It remains negative once family income is accounted for, but is no longer 
statistically significant.  The story is somewhat different for females according to the 
results from this regression; female adolescents report being in an unpleasant state for 
longer when the diary day is a holiday, though these coefficients are not significant so 
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definite conclusions cannot be made with confidence.  The story on the effects of family 
income on subjective well-being are pretty much the same as interpreted from Table 1 
and do not differ much between the gender of the adolescent.       
The result that adolescents’ subjective well-being is higher in single father 
households is seen in the other five regressions as well.  Table 3, on page 43, presents the 
OLS regression results when parental education is included with the different family 
structures.  When the regression is run without the family income variables, the 
coefficients are negative and significant for adolescents living in a two-parent household 
where both parents have attained less than a college degree and those living with a single 
father with less than a college degree.  In this second situation, holding all other variables 
constant, an adolescent in a household with a single father who never graduated from 
college spends 20% less of his or her waking time in an unpleasant state than an 
adolescent in a two-parent household where both the mother and father have at least a 
college degree.  All of the coefficients on the family structure variables in column 1 of 
Table 3 are negative except for that of adolescents with no parents present.  That means, 
adolescents well-being is higher in all the described households than it is in a household 
where both the parents have a college education of higher.  When the income variables 
are added into the regression, the coefficient on two parents with less than college is no 
longer significant, but the coefficient on single father with less than college remains 
significant, though the effect on subjective well-being is not as strong.  Different from the 
results in Table 2, the coefficient on female is now positive and significant at the 0.10 
level in this regression, both with and without the income variables, whereas it was only 
significant in Table 2 when the income variables were included.  Despite different family 
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structures, level of income, and other adolescent characteristics, females report greater U-
indexes than males.  The other results presented in Table 3 closely follow the results from 
Table 2. 
Table 4, on page 45, focuses on the employment status of these adolescents’ 
parents within different family structures to see the roll that plays in the subjective well-
being of adolescents.  The reference group for family structure is a two-parent household 
where both the mother and the father are employed.  The estimates both with and without 
income variables tell fairly similar stories.  This regression continues to support the initial 
claim that adolescents raised in a single father household have higher levels of subjective 
well-being.  In Table 4, an individual living in a single father household, in which the 
father is employed or unemployed, has a lower U-index than those living with two 
parents who are employed.  According to the results in this table, the coefficient on living 
in a single father household where the dad is unemployed, is significant at the 0.01 level 
and as stated earlier, the calculated U-index for an adolescent living in this type of 
household, holding all else constant, is about 18% lower than those adolescents living 
with two employed parents.  Having two employed parents most likely means that both 
the adolescent’s mother and father are out of the house for significant amounts of time 
throughout the week, taking away time that could be spent with the adolescent and 
permitting less parental involvement.  Contrary to this, with two unemployed parents, the 
regression estimates show adolescents spend about 6% of their waking time in a more 
pleasant state than do those adolescents in these households with two working parents.  
Of the coefficients on the family structure dummies, none are significant with net affect 
as the dependent variable and do not show the same results exhibited by the U-index.  
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Looking at columns three and four, the coefficients on the family income variables still 
negatively affect adolescent subjective well-being, but the strength of this effect seems to 
be weaker than in the previous regressions.  The family structure dummy variables 
created in Table 4 must be taking away some of the strength of the family income 
variables since parental employment status and family income are likely correlated.    
Among the other family structure dummies created, parental age and race seem to 
play the smallest role when it comes to mechanisms that affect an adolescent’s well-
being.  Table 5, on page 47, presents the regression estimates for the family structure and 
parental age dummy variables.  Because children between the ages of 15-18 most likely 
have parents between the ages of 40-50, the reference group in this regression is a 
household consisting of two parents that are both between 40-50.  As expected, the 
coefficients on both single father between 30-40 and 40-50 are negative and significant, 
meaning that these adolescents have lower U-indexes than adolescents with two parents 
who are 40-50.  Including the family income variables into the regression, having a single 
father between 40-50 remains negative and significant, but being raised by a single father 
between 30-40 is no longer has a statistically significant effect on adolescent well-being.  
A household with a single mother between 30-40, all else constant, leaves a child in an 
unpleasant state for 9% more of their waking time than adolescents with two parents, 40-
50 years old.  Once again, none of the other adolescent characteristics have significant 
coefficients, except for those already mentioned-Friday and some of the income 
variables.  The three greatest amounts for family income variables are all significant at 
the 1% level, and their effect on subjective well-being of the adolescent increases as the 
amount increases.  If an adolescent lives in a household with a family income of 
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$150,000 or more, holding all other variables constant, he or she experiences an 
unpleasant state for 23% more of their time awake then adolescents living in households 
where the income is under $10,000.   That is almost a quarter of their waking time, which 
in the grand scheme says that more money does not mean more happiness and higher 
levels of perceived well-being. 
The findings shown in Table 6, on page 49, further go to show that adolescents in 
a single father household have higher levels of subjective well-being.  This regression 
breaks down family structure by the race of the parents, with two parents who are both 
white as the reference group.  It is interesting to observe the differences that now arise for 
adolescents living with fathers of different races.  Only the coefficient on a single father 
who is white is negative and significant.  The coefficients for a single father who is black 
or Hispanic have positive coefficients, indicating adolescent well-being is worse off in 
these households than having two white parents.  Another noteworthy finding from this 
regression is that adolescents raised in a two-parent household, where the parents are 
neither both white, both black, nor both Hispanic, are found to be worse off than those 
adolescents in a two parent household where both mother and father are white.  This 
result still holds even when the family income variables are included, once again showing 
that an adolescent raised in a two-parent household does not necessarily mean he or she 
will have a higher subjective well-being. 
The last table takes into account the marital statuses of these single parent 
households.  In Table 7, on page 51, looking at just the breakdown of single mother 
households, it appears an individual has a lower calculated subjective well-being than 
those individuals with two parents, only when his or her mother has been separated.  So 
 30 
an adolescent in a household where their single mother is going through a separation 
negatively affects their well-being, but for an individual living with a single father going 
through a separation, this is not the case.  For all four of the single father and marital 
status dummy variables, the coefficients are all negative and significant, signifying that 
adolescents living with a single father, no matter what his marital status is, have lower U-
indexes than those living in two-parent households.  As stated earlier, just because two 
parents are married does not mean they are happy and does not mean that their children 
are being raised in a better environment than those being raised by a single parent, in 
particular, a single father.  When the regression is run a second time with family income 
as additional independent variables, the same results still hold, except that the coefficients 
on single father who was never married and single father widowed are no longer 
significant, though still negative.  In the estimates in Table 7, the only other variables 
with statistically significant coefficients are the larger family income variables, as seen 
over the previous regression estimates.  From this regression model, it stands to say that 
an adolescent raised in a two parent household were the parents are married does not 
mean their U-indexes will be higher than those living in a single-parent household.   
One last mechanism through which family structure might affect the subjective 
well-being of teenagers is through different time use of the adolescents.  I have tested 
how the adolescents in this study spent their time in the four different family structures.  
To do this, using the activity codes provided in the ATUS Well-Being module, the codes 
of the selected activities of each respondent were organized into the 18 different activity 
categories on one level and then further organized by the four different family structures.  
It is hard to make comparisons and draw conclusions from this because it is only taking 
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into account three of the activities recorded from an entire day, so with only 716 
respondents, there are only slightly more than 2,000 activity episodes.  Traveling (550), 
Socializing, relaxing and leisure (534), Eating and drinking (349), Household activities 
(180), and Education (170) are the five activity categories where there are significant 
respondents with activities categorized as such.  Within these categories, comparing the 
time duration spent across different family structures shows the potential effects of family 
structure on subjective well-being.  However, after running the t-test for each activity, 
running it for each family structure compared to the two-parent structure, the results were 
not significant.  To make sure the activities and the activity durations were not affecting 
the regressions I included them in the first regression.  The addition of these variables did 
not change the previous results found and were not significant, meaning the activities that 
occur within different family structures are not statistically significant and do not explain 
differences seen in the subjective well-being of adolescents in two- versus single-parent 
households. 
Nevertheless, it is difficult to interpret these results in a straightforward manner 
because of the endogeneity of family structure in the regressions, meaning that the family 
structure variables are correlated with the error term, which can make the regression 
coefficients biased.  To overcome this problem, it would be ideal to create an 
instrumental variable that is correlated with family structure, but not correlated with the 
error term.  Looking at divorce laws in the states where the households of these 
adolescents are located could be a good instrumental variable because it would explain 
some of the variations in family structure over time (Gruber 2004).  In his paper, Gruber 
(2004) was able to use data on state divorce regulations over 40 years, which allowed him 
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to analyze both the direct impact of unilateral divorce on adults when the laws were 
passed and then the later impact on these adults’ children when they reached adulthood.  
Unfortunately, due to the cross-sectional nature of the ATUS-WB Module, I was unable 
to use state-level divorce laws as an instrumental variable.    
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CHAPTER SIX 
CONCLUSIONS 
A. Summary of the Findings 
 Using cross-sectional data from the 2010 American Time Use Survey Well-Being 
Module, this study investigates whether adolescents living in a two-parent household 
have greater reports of well-being than adolescents raised in a single-parent household.  
In contrast to most of the previous studies in the literature, this study examines subjective 
measures of well-being, the U-index and net affect, instead of objective measures of well-
being and accounts for different parental characteristics within the different family 
structures. 
 This study finds that adolescents living in a household with a single father have 
lower calculated U-indexes than adolescents being raised in a two-parent household.  
Even when controlling for parental education, employment, age and race, children 
between the ages of 15-18 that are living with a single father, holding all other variables 
constant, spend less of their waking time in an unpleasant state compared to children of 
the same age living in a two-parent household.  Without taking family income into 
consideration, adolescents being raised by a single father who never married, widowed, 
divorced, or separated, spend more time in a pleasant state than adolescents in a two-
parent household.  Possibly capturing some of the results from doing separate analysis by 
gender, adolescents being raised by a single mother who is separated spend more time in 
an unpleasant state than those raised in a two-parent household.   
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B. Policy Implications 
This study examines measures of subjective well-being rather than objective 
measures of well-being.  The reason behind this is that an individual is making the 
evaluation of their daily activities instead of experts.  Each adolescent is the expert on 
how he or she perceives their happiness, which is why it is important to study subjective 
well-being when it comes to policy changes.  The findings in this study can be used to 
educate people in the area of differing family structures in the United States.  Many 
believe that children should be raised in two-parent households because they will have 
mother and father figures, and will have the best access to resources.  This however does 
not mean they feel happy and spend their days in a pleasant emotional state.   
 Policy makers should take subjective measures of well-being into consideration, 
as well as objective measures of well-being, when it comes to policy changes dealing 
with adolescents since the goal is to live in a world where people are happy.  Surveys 
should include questions about global life satisfaction and emotional recall questions 
about daily activities in addition to the typical sociodemographic, quantitative questions 
always asked.  Economists should take a more active role in informing parents and policy 
makers that children being raised by two parents are not always the best situation for the 
well-being of those children.  This is not to say that divorce should be encouraged or 
frowned upon, but children’s own perceived well-being should be of prime importance 
when policy changes are being made.       
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C. Suggestions for Further Research    
The American Time Use Survey is a collection of cross-sectional data, which 
does not allow for studies to be carried out that deal with changes over time.  As 
mentioned in the results section, changes in divorce legislation may account for the 
changes in family variations over the past few decades, which in effect may account for 
differences in subjective well-being between the different family structures.  If this data 
did become available, future studies could include an instrumental variable for state 
divorce laws, which would help with any problems of endogeneity in this model (Gruber, 
2004).  Doing separate analysis by gender for each of these regression models might shed 
a new light on whether there are significant differences in the effects of single-parent 
households and two-parent households on female and male adolescents.        
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Adolescents and Their Parents 
Variables Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 
Measures of Well-Being     
U-index 0.123 0.013 0 1 
Net affect 3.439 0.081 -6 6 
Family Structures     
     Mother and father 0.680 0.020 0 1 
     Single mother 0.219 0.017 0 1 
        Never married 0.059 0.011 0 1 
        Widowed 0.015 0.005 0 1 
        Divorced  0.085 0.011 0 1 
        Separated 0.044 0.008 0 1 
     Single father 0.049 0.009 0 1 
        Never married 0.008 0.004 0 1 
        Widowed 0.004 0.003 0 1 
        Divorced  0.023 0.006 0 1 
        Separated 0.005 0.003 0 1 
       No parents 0.052 0.010 0 1 
Family Structure and Parental Characteristics 
Two Parents and Educational Attainment  
     Both college or higher 0.162 0.018 0 1 
     Either mother or father college or   
higher 0.149 0.015 
0 1 
     Both less than college 0.370 0.021 0 1 
Single Father and Educational Attainment 
     College or higher 0.009 0.003 0 1 
     Less than college 0.041 0.009 0 1 
Single Mother and Educational Attainment 
     College or higher 0.045 0.008 0 1 
     Less than college 0.174 0.016 0 1 
Two Parents and Employment Status     
     Both employed 0.429 0.022 0 1 
     Either mother of father employed 0.222 0.019 0 1 
     Both unemployed 0.030 0.008 0 1 
Single Father and Employment Status 
     Employed 0.029 0.007 0 1 
     Unemployed 0.021 0.006 0 1 
Single Mother and Employment Status 
 
     Employed 0.161 0.015 0 1 
     Unemployed 0.057 0.010 0 1 
Two Parents and Age     
     Both between 30-40 0.070 0.012 0 1 
    Either mother or father between 30-40 0.070 0.011 0 1 
     Both between 40-50 0.244 0.019 0 1 
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     Either mother or father between 40-50 0.209 0.018 0 1 
     Both over 50 0.150 0.017 0 1 
     Either mother of father over 50 0.150 0.016 0 1 
Single Father and Age 
     Between 30-40 0.004 0.003 0 1 
     Between 40-50 0.027 0.007 0 1 
     Over 50 0.018 0.005 0 1 
Single Mother and Age 
     Between 30-40 0.071 0.010 0 1 
     Between 40-50 0.109 0.013 0 1 
     Over 50 0.038 0.008 0 1 
Two Parents and Race 
     Both white 0.454 0.022 0 1 
     Both black 0.025 0.008 0 1 
     Both Hispanic 0.122 0.015 0 1 
     Both other 0.079 0.013 0 1 
Single Father and Race 
     White 0.033 0.008 0 1 
     Black 0.007 0.004 0 1 
     Hispanic 0.004 0.003 0 1 
     Other 0.005 0.003 0 1 
Single Mother and Race 
     White 0.101 0.012 0 1 
     Black 0.064 0.010 0 1 
     Hispanic 0.040 0.009 0 1 
     Other 0.014 0.005 0 1 
Adolescent Characteristics 
Age (years) 16.589 0.048 15 18 
Female 0.493 0.022 0 1 
Race     
     White 0.612 0.022 0 1 
     Black 0.123 0.014 0 1 
     Hispanic 0.214 0.019 0 1 
     Other 0.051 0.011 0 1 
Education level     
     Elementary 0.103 0.014 0 1 
     Less than high school 0.819 0.018 0 1 
     High school graduate 0.057 0.010 0 1 
     Some college 0.021 0.008 0 1 
Relationship Status 
     Married 0.001 0.001 0 1 
     Partner 0.002 0.002 0 1 
     Single 0.997 0.002 0 1 
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Employment Status 
     Self employed 0.028 0.007 0 1 
     Employed 0.247 0.019 0 1 
     Unemployed 0.198 0.018 0 1 
     Not in the labor force 0.527 0.022 0 1 
Interview Day      
Diary day was a holiday 0.018 0.006 0 1 
Day of the week     
     Sunday 0.131 0.011 0 1 
     Monday 0.159 0.017 0 1 
     Tuesday 0.124 0.016 0 1 
     Wednesday 0.139 0.016 0 1 
     Thursday 0.154 0.019 0 1 
     Friday 0.140 0.017 0 1 
     Saturday 0.153 0.012 0 1 
Family Income     
     Missing 0.041 0.009 0 1 
     $10,000-$19,999 0.072 0.010 0 1 
     $20,000-$34,999 0.136 0.015 0 1 
     $35,000-$49,999 0.113 0.014 0 1 
     $50,000-$74,999 0.238 0.019 0 1 
     $75,000-$99,999 0.126 0.015 0 1 
     $1000,000-$149,999 0.107 0.014 0 1 
     $150,000 or more 0.117 0.016 0 1 
Number of Observations 716    
 41 
Table 2. Estimates for OLS regression including different family structures, with and 
without family income variables. 
 Dependent Variables 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
Independent Variables U-index Net affect U-index Net affect 
Family Structures 
Single mother -0.003 0.017 0.036 -0.229 
 (0.027) (0.192) (0.028) (0.203) 
Single father -0.114*** 0.142 -0.082** -0.058 
 (0.040) (0.323) (0.040) (0.325) 
No parents 0.076 -0.397 0.105 -0.590 
 (0.075) (0.430) (0.073) (0.453) 
Adolescent Characteristics 
Age 0.006 0.027 0.006 0.031 
 (0.013) (0.091) (0.013) (0.091) 
Female 0.038 0.053 0.044* 0.041 
 (0.025) (0.155) (0.025) (0.151) 
Black -0.025 -0.052 -0.014 -0.092 
 (0.036) (0.270) (0.037) (0.269) 
Hispanic -0.057 0.505** -0.005 0.177 
 (0.035) (0.234) (0.036) (0.228) 
Other 0.079 -0.492 0.096* -0.609* 
 (0.062) (0.366) (0.058) (0.341) 
Some high school -0.023 -0.079 -0.023 -0.081 
 (0.047) (0.326) (0.045) (0.315) 
High school graduate -0.047 0.294 -0.032 0.164 
 (0.065) (0.456) (0.063) (0.436) 
Some college 0.075 -0.267 0.060 -0.195 
 (0.113) (0.655) (0.101) (0.638) 
Married -0.077 0.481 -0.028 0.243 
 (0.078) (0.501) (0.083) (0.528) 
Partner -0.133 -0.192 -0.124 -0.424 
 (0.091) (0.467) (0.086) (0.460) 
Self-employed 0.025 -0.158 0.006 -0.047 
 (0.054) (0.340) (0.056) (0.323) 
Unemployed -0.027 0.289 -0.014 0.195 
 (0.035) (0.237) (0.034) (0.226) 
Not in labor force 0.001 0.196 -0.001 0.201 
 (0.029) (0.211) (0.029) (0.209) 
Diary day a holiday -0.032 0.227 -0.017 0.090 
 (0.089) (0.452) (0.086) (0.457) 
Monday 0.028 -0.367 0.028 -0.372 
 (0.043) (0.287) (0.041) (0.279) 
Tuesday 0.048 -0.431* 0.050 -0.459* 
 (0.041) (0.258) (0.041) (0.258) 
Wednesday 0.028 -0.278 0.023 -0.256 
 (0.040) (0.247) (0.039) (0.242) 
Thursday 0.019 -0.604** 0.018 -0.591** 
 (0.041) (0.285) (0.040) (0.276) 
Friday -0.062* 0.303 -0.049 0.185 
 (0.033) (0.247) (0.034) (0.251) 
Saturday -0.021 0.170 -0.016 0.139 
 (0.027) (0.198) (0.028) (0.198) 
Family income 
   Missing   0.105 -0.380 
   (0.076) (0.459) 
   $10,000-$19,999   0.091** -0.554 
   (0.046) (0.418) 
   $20,000-$34,999   0.021 0.181 
   (0.036) (0.378) 
   $35,000-$49,999   0.058 -0.238 
   (0.042) (0.411) 
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   $50,000-$74,999   0.084** -0.594 
   (0.038) (0.402) 
   $75,000-$99,999   0.114** -0.363 
   (0.049) (0.408) 
   $1000,000-$149,999   0.146*** -0.711* 
   (0.050) (0.423) 
   $150,000 or more   0.211*** -1.254*** 
   (0.062) (0.481) 
Constant -0.054 4.559*** -0.120 4.860*** 
 (0.217) (1.541) (0.216) (1.562) 
Number of observations 716 716 716 716 
R-squared  0.145     0.140 0.177 0.176 
Standard errors in parentheses     
*Statistically significant at the 0.10 level. 
**Statistically significant at the 0.05 level 
***Statistically significant at the 0.01 level. .	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Table 3.  Estimates for OLS regressions that include parental education dummies in addition to 
different family structures. 
 Dependent Variables 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
Independent Variables U-index Net affect U-index Net affect 
Family Structure*Parental 
Education 
    
Two parents, either mother or father 
with college or higher 
-0.070 0.357 -0.038 0.156 
 (0.053) (0.296) (0.055) (0.309) 
Two parents with less than college -0.104** 0.541** -0.044 0.103 
 (0.046) (0.265) (0.048) (0.277) 
Single father with college or higher -0.075 0.089 -0.042 -0.183 
 (0.053) (0.446) (0.057) (0.493) 
Single father with less than college -0.204*** 0.578 -0.131** 0.082 
 (0.056) (0.406) (0.057) (0.415) 
Single mother with college or higher -0.078 0.234 -0.029 -0.146 
 (0.060) (0.362) (0.062) (0.368) 
Single mother with less than college -0.078 0.450 0.006 -0.121 
 (0.051) (0.306) (0.055) (0.351) 
No parents 0.001 -0.014 0.069 -0.490 
         (0.086) (0.483) (0.085) (0.512) 
Adolescent Characteristics     
Age 0.007 0.021 0.006 0.030 
 (0.013) (0.090) (0.013) (0.091) 
Female 0.042* 0.034 0.045* 0.038 
 (0.024) (0.154) (0.024) (0.152) 
Black -0.020 -0.072 -0.013 -0.089 
 (0.036) (0.262) (0.036) (0.265) 
Hispanic -0.029 0.351 -0.002 0.176 
 (0.035) (0.222) (0.036) (0.225) 
Other 0.076 -0.474 0.092 -0.589* 
 (0.060) (0.357) (0.057) (0.343) 
Some high school -0.027 -0.058 -0.026 -0.073 
 (0.046) (0.321) (0.045) (0.318) 
High school graduate -0.041 0.262 -0.033 0.169 
 (0.063) (0.451) (0.062) (0.437) 
Some college 0.056 -0.166 0.055 -0.185 
 (0.105) (0.642) (0.099) (0.638) 
Married -0.056 0.395 -0.021 0.258 
 (0.079) (0.510) (0.084) (0.535) 
Partner -0.110 -0.342 -0.125 -0.432 
 (0.095) (0.467) (0.087) (0.467) 
Self-employed 0.017 -0.127 0.005 -0.040 
 (0.052) (0.338) (0.055) (0.323) 
Unemployed -0.022 0.259 -0.013 0.199 
 (0.035) (0.237) (0.034) (0.226) 
Not in labor force -0.001 0.207 -0.002 0.205 
 (0.029) (0.211) (0.029) (0.209) 
Diary day a holiday -0.031 0.212 -0.020 0.093 
 (0.082) (0.425) (0.083) (0.449) 
Monday 0.032 -0.393 0.028 -0.375 
 (0.043) (0.288) (0.041) (0.279) 
Tuesday 0.043 -0.414 0.048 -0.462* 
 (0.041) (0.261) (0.041) (0.258) 
Wednesday 0.021 -0.242 0.022 -0.255 
 (0.039) (0.247) (0.038) (0.243) 
Thursday 0.011 -0.574** 0.012 -0.578** 
 (0.039) (0.278) (0.039) (0.274) 
Friday -0.055* 0.272 -0.047 0.183 
 (0.033) (0.245) (0.033) (0.251) 
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Saturday -0.021 0.162 -0.018 0.136 
 (0.028) (0.198) (0.028) (0.197) 
Family income     
   Missing   0.110 -0.381 
   (0.075) (0.463) 
   $10,000-$19,999   0.093** -0.553 
   (0.046) (0.421) 
   $20,000-$34,999   0.027 0.182 
   (0.036) (0.385) 
   $35,000-$49,999   0.063 -0.234 
   (0.043) (0.415) 
   $50,000-$74,999   0.089** -0.596 
   (0.039) (0.417) 
   $75,000-$99,999   0.117** -0.351 
   (0.049) (0.421) 
   $1000,000-$149,999   0.139*** -0.683 
   (0.051) (0.440) 
   $150,000 or more   0.192*** -1.191** 
   (0.066) (0.518) 
Constant 0.025 4.139*** -0.091 4.750*** 
 (0.221) (1.554) (0.217) (1.569) 
Number of observations 716 716 716 716 
R-squared 0.161 0.149 0.180 0.176 
Standard errors in parentheses     
*Statistically significant at the 0.10 level. 
**Statistically significant at the 0.05 level 
***Statistically significant at the 0.01 level.     
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Table 4. Estimates for OLS regression including parental employment dummies, with and without 
family income. 
 Dependent Variables 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
Independent Variables U-index Net affect U-index Net affect 
Family Structure*Parental Employment Status 
Two parents, either mother or 
father is employed 
0.004 0.277 0.016 0.197 
 (0.030) (0.196) (0.029) (0.190) 
Two parents both unemployed -0.066* -0.066 -0.061* -0.110 
 (0.036) (0.453) (0.037) (0.411) 
Single father employed -0.069 -0.128 -0.038 -0.364 
 (0.049) (0.315) (0.054) (0.352) 
Single father unemployed -0.176*** 0.753 -0.138*** 0.549 
 (0.049) (0.539) (0.051) (0.541) 
Single mother employed 0.000 0.193 0.039 -0.086 
 (0.032) (0.227) (0.033) (0.238) 
Single mother unemployed -0.017 -0.108 0.022 -0.335 
 (0.041) (0.297) (0.044) (0.334) 
No parents 0.075 -0.301 0.105 -0.511 
 (0.076) (0.435) (0.075) (0.463) 
Adolescent Characteristics 
Age 0.007 0.024 0.006 0.030 
 (0.013) (0.090) (0.013) (0.090) 
Female 0.035 0.030 0.040* 0.025 
 (0.025) (0.155) (0.024) (0.151) 
Black -0.025 -0.098 -0.016 -0.130 
 (0.036) (0.267) (0.037) (0.264) 
Hispanic -0.056 0.503** -0.007 0.189 
 (0.035) (0.234) (0.036) (0.227) 
Other 0.085 -0.562 0.102* -0.666* 
 (0.061) (0.365) (0.057) (0.342) 
Some high school -0.019 -0.042 -0.016 -0.061 
 (0.046) (0.324) (0.044) (0.314) 
High school graduate -0.043 0.303 -0.025 0.164 
 (0.064) (0.454) (0.063) (0.436) 
Some college 0.075 -0.250 0.062 -0.194 
 (0.111) (0.657) (0.100) (0.643) 
Married -0.080 0.518 -0.025 0.270 
 (0.078) (0.508) (0.084) (0.535) 
Partner -0.141 -0.157 -0.129 -0.407 
 (0.092) (0.466) (0.086) (0.463) 
Self-employed 0.032 -0.237 0.013 -0.124 
 (0.053) (0.341) (0.055) (0.330) 
Unemployed -0.025 0.277 -0.012 0.187 
 (0.035) (0.232) (0.034) (0.223) 
Not in labor force 0.002 0.185 -0.001 0.195 
 (0.029) (0.209) (0.029) (0.207) 
Diary day a holiday -0.033 0.226 -0.018 0.090 
 (0.090) (0.441) (0.087) (0.456) 
Monday 0.030 -0.366 0.031 -0.371 
 (0.043) (0.287) (0.041) (0.280) 
Tuesday 0.048 -0.441* 0.051 -0.465* 
 (0.041) (0.256) (0.041) (0.256) 
Wednesday 0.027 -0.269 0.024 -0.250 
 (0.040) (0.248) (0.039) (0.242) 
Thursday 0.021 -0.609** 0.020 -0.592** 
 (0.040) (0.281) (0.040) (0.272) 
Friday -0.061* 0.313 -0.047 0.193 
 (0.033) (0.247) (0.034) (0.250) 
Saturday -0.023 0.201 -0.016 0.166 
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 (0.027) (0.201) (0.028) (0.201) 
Family income 
   Missing   0.101 -0.441 
   (0.076) (0.470) 
   $10,000-$19,999   0.093* -0.588 
   (0.048) (0.418) 
   $20,000-$34,999   0.008 0.154 
   (0.040) (0.398) 
   $35,000-$49,999   0.046 -0.258 
   (0.044) (0.430) 
   $50,000-$74,999   0.072* -0.606 
   (0.041) (0.420) 
   $75,000-$99,999   0.103* -0.358 
   (0.053) (0.431) 
   $1000,000-$149,999   0.131** -0.690 
   (0.054) (0.444) 
   $150,000 or more   0.200*** -1.243** 
   (0.064) (0.492) 
Constant -0.062 4.511*** -0.121 4.826*** 
 (0.217) (1.532) (0.218) (1.581) 
Observations 716 716 716 716 
R-squared 0.149 0.147 0.180 0.181 
Standard errors in parentheses     
*Statistically significant at the 0.10 level. 
**Statistically significant at the 0.05 level 
***Statistically significant at the 0.01 level.     
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Table 5. Estimates for OLS regression including parental age, with and without family income. 
 Dependent Variables 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
Independent Variables U-index Net affect U-index Net affect 
Family Structure*Parental Age 
Two parents between 30-40 0.052 -0.456 0.059 -0.484 
 (0.065) (0.420) (0.057) (0.373) 
Two parents either mother or father between 30-40 0.049 -0.309 0.067 -0.340 
 (0.073) (0.440) (0.074) (0.467) 
Two parents, either mother or father between 40-50 -0.012 -0.075 -0.010 -0.147 
 (0.078) (0.469) (0.078) (0.486) 
Two parents over50 -0.027 0.020 -0.047 0.138 
 (0.032) (0.229) (0.030) (0.220) 
Two parents, either mother or father over 50 0.038 0.049 0.039 0.088 
 (0.078) (0.478) (0.079) (0.491) 
Single father between 30-40 -0.123* 2.256*** -0.014 1.757* 
 (0.074) (0.853) (0.072) (0.929) 
Single father between 40-50 -0.126** -0.111 -0.094* -0.281 
 (0.050) (0.373) (0.052) (0.413) 
Single father over 50 -0.077 -0.132 -0.055 -0.298 
 (0.064) (0.475) (0.072) (0.502) 
Single mother between 30-40 0.047 -0.074 0.090* -0.309 
 (0.045) (0.324) (0.046) (0.339) 
Single mother between 40-50 -0.003 -0.218 0.036 -0.433 
 (0.038) (0.265) (0.040) (0.266) 
Single mother over 50 -0.042 0.323 0.008 0.016 
 (0.048) (0.328) (0.053) (0.349) 
No parents 0.087 -0.516 0.119 -0.701 
 (0.078) (0.444) (0.076) (0.465) 
Adolescent Characteristics 
Age 0.010 -0.001 0.011 -0.003 
 (0.013) (0.091) (0.012) (0.090) 
Female 0.040 0.039 0.047* 0.018 
 (0.025) (0.155) (0.025) (0.150) 
Black -0.031 0.000 -0.017 -0.047 
 (0.038) (0.277) (0.039) (0.276) 
Hispanic -0.066* 0.556** -0.012 0.235 
 (0.036) (0.233) (0.035) (0.224) 
Other 0.085 -0.441 0.109* -0.599* 
 (0.064) (0.370) (0.060) (0.346) 
Some high school -0.023 -0.086 -0.024 -0.086 
 (0.045) (0.314) (0.043) (0.304) 
High school graduate -0.049 0.290 -0.035 0.161 
 (0.064) (0.446) (0.063) (0.432) 
Some college 0.080 -0.285 0.067 -0.239 
 (0.115) (0.655) (0.103) (0.637) 
Married -0.085 0.400 -0.033 0.155 
 (0.082) (0.524) (0.087) (0.559) 
Partner -0.129 -0.287 -0.119 -0.507 
 (0.103) (0.460) (0.101) (0.467) 
Self-employed 0.027 -0.149 0.010 -0.055 
 (0.055) (0.349) (0.056) (0.331) 
Unemployed -0.029 0.216 -0.014 0.125 
 (0.035) (0.236) (0.035) (0.229) 
Not in labor force 0.005 0.159 0.004 0.156 
 (0.029) (0.213) (0.029) (0.210) 
Diary day a holiday -0.035 0.337 -0.018 0.180 
 (0.095) (0.508) (0.091) (0.499) 
Monday 0.026 -0.355 0.024 -0.350 
 (0.043) (0.283) (0.040) (0.274) 
Tuesday 0.053 -0.480* 0.054 -0.501* 
 (0.041) (0.252) (0.041) (0.256) 
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Wednesday 0.026 -0.258 0.020 -0.238 
 (0.040) (0.250) (0.038) (0.241) 
Thursday 0.018 -0.587** 0.018 -0.579** 
 (0.038) (0.275) (0.038) (0.269) 
Friday -0.063* 0.292 -0.050 0.181 
 (0.033) (0.249) (0.034) (0.252) 
Saturday -0.019 0.156 -0.013 0.117 
 (0.028) (0.202) (0.028) (0.200) 
Family income 
   Missing   0.115 -0.288 
   (0.077) (0.455) 
   $10,000-$19,999   0.090** -0.416 
   (0.044) (0.401) 
   $20,000-$34,999   0.025 0.319 
   (0.036) (0.356) 
   $35,000-$49,999   0.062 -0.109 
   (0.042) (0.395) 
   $50,000-$74,999   0.093** -0.465 
   (0.038) (0.385) 
   $75,000-$99,999   0.127*** -0.310 
   (0.048) (0.396) 
   $1000,000-$149,999   0.162*** -0.608 
   (0.051) (0.407) 
   $150,000 or more   0.232*** -1.176** 
   (0.063) (0.469) 
Constant -0.123 5.093*** -0.215 5.414*** 
 (0.210) (1.503) (0.204) (1.513) 
Observations 716 716 716 716 
R-squared 0.154 0.153 0.191 0.189 
Standard errors in parentheses     
*Statistically significant at the 0.10 level. 
**Statistically significant at the 0.05 level 
***Statistically significant at the 0.01 level.  
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Table 6. Estimates of OLS regression including parental race, with and without family 
income. 
 Dependent Variables 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
Independent Variables U-index Net affect U-index Net affect 
Family structure*Parental Race 
Two parents both black 0.124 -0.393 0.140 -0.631 
 (0.137) (0.880) (0.135) (0.896) 
Two parents both hispanic 0.117 -0.191 0.154** -0.625 
 (0.075) (0.530) (0.074) (0.527) 
Two parents other 0.163** -0.800** 0.173*** -0.957** 
 (0.064) (0.405) (0.061) (0.400) 
Single father white -0.111** 0.342 -0.059 -0.021 
 (0.047) (0.364) (0.050) (0.380) 
Single father black 0.015 0.434 0.027 0.428 
 (0.134) (1.011) (0.127) (1.000) 
Single father hispanic 0.094 -0.824 0.068 -0.919 
 (0.121) (0.617) (0.134) (0.670) 
Single father other -0.063 -2.140** -0.016 -2.543*** 
 (0.125) (0.952) (0.117) (0.869) 
Single mother white -0.019 0.084 0.031 -0.279 
 (0.037) (0.249) (0.038) (0.253) 
Single mother black 0.161 -0.229 0.201* -0.563 
 (0.115) (0.686) (0.116) (0.729) 
Single mother hispanic 0.141* -0.966* 0.195** -1.493*** 
 (0.080) (0.550) (0.082) (0.567) 
Single mother other 0.106 0.699 0.145 0.471 
 (0.138) (0.826) (0.134) (0.799) 
No parents 0.170 -0.620 0.208** -0.957* 
 (0.105) (0.534) (0.098) (0.516) 
Adolescent Characteristics 
Age 0.003 0.041 0.001 0.052 
 (0.013) (0.092) (0.013) (0.092) 
Female 0.040 0.055 0.043* 0.063 
 (0.025) (0.153) (0.025) (0.148) 
Black -0.158 0.203 -0.148 0.221 
 (0.115) (0.662) (0.114) (0.700) 
Hispanic -0.174** 0.899* -0.143** 0.848* 
 (0.067) (0.465) (0.067) (0.459) 
Other -0.054 0.008 -0.040 -0.041 
 (0.089) (0.520) (0.086) (0.489) 
Some high school -0.017 -0.157 -0.017 -0.168 
 (0.047) (0.327) (0.045) (0.316) 
High school graduate -0.038 0.203 -0.023 0.070 
 (0.065) (0.451) (0.063) (0.432) 
Some college 0.069 -0.289 0.056 -0.235 
 (0.111) (0.640) (0.099) (0.615) 
Married -0.065 0.511 -0.014 0.270 
 (0.077) (0.473) (0.083) (0.502) 
Partner -0.124 -0.286 -0.110 -0.595 
 (0.104) (0.493) (0.100) (0.486) 
Self-employed 0.021 -0.137 0.001 -0.016 
 (0.055) (0.329) (0.056) (0.316) 
Unemployed -0.034 0.335 -0.022 0.263 
 (0.035) (0.235) (0.035) (0.224) 
Not in labor force -0.004 0.190 -0.009 0.216 
 (0.030) (0.211) (0.030) (0.210) 
Diary day a holiday -0.022 0.089 -0.007 -0.059 
 (0.090) (0.441) (0.088) (0.446) 
Monday 0.022 -0.350 0.020 -0.328 
 (0.042) (0.281) (0.040) (0.272) 
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Tuesday 0.045 -0.433* 0.047 -0.454* 
 (0.042) (0.261) (0.042) (0.259) 
Wednesday 0.031 -0.274 0.027 -0.255 
 (0.040) (0.244) (0.039) (0.240) 
Thursday 0.026 -0.635** 0.024 -0.617** 
 (0.040) (0.285) (0.040) (0.279) 
Friday -0.061* 0.263 -0.046 0.126 
 (0.033) (0.247) (0.034) (0.252) 
Saturday -0.025 0.166 -0.019 0.126 
 (0.027) (0.200) (0.028) (0.199) 
Family income 
   Missing   0.111 -0.497 
   (0.072) (0.454) 
   $10,000-$19,999   0.095** -0.570 
   (0.046) (0.405) 
   $20,000-$34,999   0.027 0.090 
   (0.037) (0.370) 
   $35,000-$49,999   0.062 -0.329 
   (0.041) (0.401) 
   $50,000-$74,999   0.095** -0.736* 
   (0.037) (0.398) 
   $75,000-$99,999   0.114** -0.372 
   (0.047) (0.396) 
   $1000,000-$149,999   0.142*** -0.729* 
   (0.049) (0.409) 
   $150,000 or more   0.222*** -1.375*** 
   (0.062) (0.479) 
Constant -0.001 4.414*** -0.068 4.744*** 
 (0.219) (1.549) (0.217) (1.572) 
Observations 716 716 716 716 
R-squared 0.157 0.162 0.188 0.199 
Standard errors in parentheses     
*Statistically significant at the 0.10 level. 
**Statistically significant at the 0.05 level. 
***Statistically significant at the 0.01 level. 
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Table 7. Estimates for OLS regression including parent’s marital status, with and without 
family income. 
 Dependent Variables 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
Independent Variables U-index Net affect U-index Net affect 
Family structure*Marital Status 
Single mother never married -0.059 0.338 -0.031 0.168 
 (0.039) (0.367) (0.038) (0.346) 
Single mother widowed -0.055 0.754** -0.019 0.518 
 (0.087) (0.330) (0.096) (0.346) 
Single mother divorced -0.032 0.114 0.004 -0.083 
 (0.034) (0.226) (0.034) (0.217) 
Single mother separated 0.114* -0.678 0.157** -0.902* 
 (0.061) (0.444) (0.062) (0.479) 
Single father never married -0.162* 0.444 -0.126 0.345 
 (0.091) (0.527) (0.087) (0.564) 
Single father widowed -0.154*** 2.082** -0.074 1.683* 
 (0.058) (0.899) (0.055) (0.928) 
Single father divorced -0.123*** -0.097 -0.104** -0.224 
 (0.041) (0.452) (0.043) (0.470) 
Single father separated -0.244*** 0.755* -0.254*** 0.785* 
 (0.069) (0.428) (0.077) (0.439) 
No parents 0.066 -0.339 0.091 -0.484 
 (0.076) (0.434) (0.073) (0.453) 
Adolescent Characteristics 
Age 0.005 0.024 0.005 0.025 
 (0.013) (0.093) (0.013) (0.092) 
Female 0.037 0.040 0.042* 0.030 
 (0.025) (0.155) (0.024) (0.151) 
Black -0.010 -0.117 0.005 -0.171 
 (0.039) (0.296) (0.040) (0.291) 
Hispanic -0.057 0.521** -0.004 0.205 
 (0.036) (0.235) (0.036) (0.228) 
Other 0.071 -0.399 0.089 -0.523 
 (0.060) (0.365) (0.056) (0.340) 
Some high school -0.023 -0.079 -0.025 -0.074 
 (0.046) (0.316) (0.043) (0.304) 
High school graduate -0.039 0.260 -0.028 0.146 
 (0.063) (0.443) (0.061) (0.426) 
Some college 0.079 -0.268 0.061 -0.188 
 (0.112) (0.636) (0.099) (0.623) 
Married -0.077 0.495 -0.035 0.305 
 (0.079) (0.508) (0.084) (0.538) 
Partner -0.172 -0.008 -0.164 -0.223 
 (0.109) (0.516) (0.104) (0.493) 
Self-employed 0.030 -0.201 0.013 -0.117 
 (0.054) (0.348) (0.055) (0.327) 
Unemployed -0.029 0.290 -0.017 0.208 
 (0.034) (0.232) (0.034) (0.223) 
Not in labor force -0.001 0.194 -0.002 0.190 
 (0.029) (0.210) (0.029) (0.208) 
Diary day a holiday -0.040 0.255 -0.022 0.102 
 (0.090) (0.455) (0.088) (0.458) 
Monday 0.032 -0.374 0.033 -0.383 
 (0.043) (0.288) (0.041) (0.279) 
Tuesday 0.045 -0.436* 0.047 -0.460* 
 (0.041) (0.256) (0.041) (0.259) 
Wednesday 0.023 -0.234 0.020 -0.223 
 (0.040) (0.248) (0.039) (0.242) 
Thursday 0.019 -0.607** 0.018 -0.590** 
 (0.040) (0.283) (0.040) (0.276) 
 52 
Friday -0.059* 0.306 -0.046 0.199 
 (0.033) (0.245) (0.034) (0.249) 
Saturday -0.021 0.180 -0.015 0.150 
 (0.027) (0.197) (0.028) (0.197) 
Family income 
   Missing   0.108 -0.248 
   (0.077) (0.457) 
   $10,000-$19,999   0.073 -0.311 
   (0.048) (0.420) 
   $20,000-$34,999   0.014 0.342 
   (0.040) (0.372) 
   $35,000-$49,999   0.053 -0.053 
   (0.045) (0.407) 
   $50,000-$74,999   0.078* -0.403 
   (0.040) (0.394) 
   $75,000-$99,999   0.107** -0.200 
   (0.051) (0.403) 
   $1000,000-$149,999   0.148*** -0.551 
   (0.053) (0.420) 
   $150,000 or more   0.205*** -1.057** 
   (0.063) (0.474) 
Constant -0.039 4.593*** -0.107 4.820*** 
 (0.217) (1.557) (0.215) (1.565) 
Observations 716 716 716 716 
R-squared 0.160 0.157 0.193 0.191 
Standard errors in parentheses     
*Statistically significant at the 0.10 level. 
**Statistically significant at the 0.05 level. 
***Statistically significant at the 0.01 level. 
 
 
